T he study of writing in organizational settings has become increasingly interdisciplinary, with scholars in professional communication calling on work from such diverse fields as literary criticism, sociolinguistics, philosophy, anthropology, sociology, sociology of science, and organizational theory and communication, among others. This work has contributed to the development of what has become one of the central tenets of the social approach to understanding writing: Writing and social context are inextricably interrelated. Writers' activities are influenced by social contexts, and those contexts are in turn shaped by the writing that takes place within them. In this article, I offer another perspective, that of ethnomethodology, which contributes both a deeper understanding of this interrelationship of text and context and an approach to studying it in organizational settings.
ongoing accomplishment of actors' interpretive work and for research to focus on the "knowledgeable ways in which, whether consciously or not, social actors recognize, produce and reproduce social actions and social structures" (Heritage 225) . As Deborah Brandt says ("Cognitive"), the focus in ethnomethodological inquiry is on how people "make circumstances look as if they aren't created at all, but are simply there for everybody to see" (319). The idea that social structure, or context (I use the words structure and context interchangeably throughout this article), is not "simply there" but is produced through the everyday interactional activities of people is a different view of social context and individual action than the one that underpins most of the research about writing in organizations.
In this article, I illustrate the value of ethnomethodology to writing researchers; in particular, ethnomethodology offers conceptual insights and an approach to research that can show how writing is implicated in the process of reality construction in organizations. Ethnomethodology has much in common with social constructionist approaches to writing that regard knowledge as socially constructed in response to communal needs, goals, and norms (Berkenkotter; Bruffee; Faigley) . Despite this, ethnomethodology is not widely recognized in the writing and composition literature. One exception is the work of Brandt (Literacy, "Cognitive") , who has applied ethnomethodology to integrate the cognitive and social orientations to writing to produce a more social understanding of literacy. I call on insights from ethnomethodology here to contribute to the ongoing debate about the relationship of structure, or social context, to agency, or individual action, as articulated in the writing literature by theorists such as Catherine Schryer and JoAnne Yates and Wanda Orlikowski.
The structure-agency debate, a "long-standing theoretical and philosophical controversy," according to Schryer, explores troublesome questions regarding the extent to which the activities and behaviors of individuals are determined by larger social forces, including discourse practices. Are our behaviors determined by forces outside our control and knowledge? How much capacity do we have to think and act for ourselves? Ethnomethodology offers a productive way to resolve this structure-agency binary so that workplace writing researchers can move beyond their understanding of social contexts and writers' activities as separate, mutually influential domains. It offers a view of context as an "interactionally and situationally emergent phenomenon" (Emerson and Paley 232) . That is, context is something that is produced through the activities of participants in particular social settings. Therefore, rather than asking about the reciprocal influences of context and writing activities, as so much of the social constructionist workplace writing literature does, researchers can instead ask how the activities of writers produce what is generally regarded as the external social context, or structure. Ethnomethodology provides a conceptual framework that can enrich the study of workplace writing and help writing researchers to answer this central question about the interrelationship of text and context. It also provides an approach to data collection and analysis that involves the study of naturally occurring social interaction in which writing is embedded. This approach allows researchers to focus on local interpretive practices and on how participants themselves understand and respond to aspects of context as relevant to their immediate activities.
First, I review the ways in which the structure-agency binary is addressed in the workplace writing literature. I then briefly describe ethnomethodology, focusing specifically on its contribution to the discussion of the relationship of structure to agency. I present the ethnomethodological position on context and show that it resolves the structure-agency binary and points to a way for writing researchers to study the social practices through which writers in organizations produce and reproduce the apparently objective facts of social context. Finally, I illustrate the ethnomethodological approach in an analysis of the writing activities of two managers in an educational institution. The data I present come from a larger project in which I traced all the steps taken by the two managers in the process of evaluating a group of their educational programs and writing a report that recommended changes in the programs (Schneider, "Talking") . I focus here on their evaluation of just one of these programs, which I refer to as Program X, and on the section of the report about that program. In particular, I illustrate the way an ethnomethodological approach can be used to examine in detail how social structure is produced through the situated activities of knowledgeable organizational agents.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The question of the relationship between social structures and the behavior of individuals living within those social structures is a sub-ject of ongoing discussion, not only in the sociological literature in which ethnomethodology is situated but also in the workplace writing literature (Schryer; Freedman and Medway; Berkenkotter and Huckin) . The term social structure, or social context, as it is generally called in the writing literature, is used to refer to large-scale patterns of social relationships that are external to individuals (or agents) and form a meaningful setting for all human activities. The link between the domains of social structure and individual activity is variously regarded as causal (i.e., human activity seen as the product of larger social forces), mutually constraining and enabling, or as an interaction of various levels of social life (Hilbert) . Features of social structure, such as social class, gender, professional affiliation, or organizational rank, are called upon as explanatory resources for understanding the behavior of people within a particular social structure.
This understanding of social context and the activities of writers as separate domains that influence each other in various ways is widespread in the literature on writing in organizational settings. For example, organizational culture is seen as influencing both the composing processes of writers and the texts they produce. Several studies have examined the ways in which patterns of language use and communal expectations shape not only a document's purpose but also the organization and wording of the final text (Driskill; Freed and Broadhead; Cross; Herndl, Fennell, and Miller; Odell; Winsor) . Conversely, writing is seen as influencing the social context in which the writing takes place. Studies of the influence of composing processes and texts on organizations are much harder to find, but they do exist. Stephen Doheny-Farina, for example, has examined the ways in which the writing of a company business plan changed the structure, goals, and even the nature of the company, and Elizabeth Alford and I (Schneider, "Collaborative") have examined the role of composing processes in producing consensus about organizational issues.
Recent work in genre theory has focused particularly on the interrelationship of writing and social context. In this literature, genres are regarded not simply as formulas for the production of documents with particular textual features but as "socially recognized, repeated strategies for achieving similar goals in situations socially perceived as being similar" (Bazerman 62 ). An existing genre provides the context for each subsequent use of the genre, but each use of a genre has the potential to reshape as well as reinforce the genre and with it the social relations and the discourse of the community. But even in this literature, which seems to have the most potential for a more productive view of the structure-agency binary, social context and the activities of writers are still separate domains that interact in particular ways. Rachel Spilka, for example, refers to writing as "modifying" social context (72), and Anthony Paré describes communities as "controlling" (122) discourse and knowledge. Schryer, in looking to the work of Bourdieu to understand the structure-agency binary, describes genres as products of the "interaction" between individuals' socialization, or past social experiences, and the organizational setting. And according to Schryer, most of the work done by genre researchers focuses on "demonstrating the way contextual and textual structures have influenced writers."
For ethnomethodologists, however, the structure-agency binary is a false dichotomy. Neither affirming nor denying the existence of social structure, ethnomethodologists are interested instead in the question of how social order is produced as a local accomplishment of social actors. Structure is realized through the actions of agents, and, therefore, the two cannot be studied as independent domains that interact in particular ways. Ethnomethodologists "abandon [social structure] as a topic of investigation in favor of another topic: social practices." They investigate local social practices and interactions through which structure is "made to happen, made to appear" (Hilbert 795) . If social structure is to be studied at all, it is studied as "something that humans do, rather than as something that happens to them" (Boden, Business 11) . Thomas Wilson proposes a definition of social structure that focuses on the immediate experiences of actors in social interaction:
Social structure consists of matters that are described and oriented to by members of society on relevant occasions as essential resources for conducting their affairs and, at the same time, reproduced as external and constraining social facts through that same social interaction. (27) That is, social structure is produced and reproduced as circumstances that are apparently external to our activities in specific social settings through the very activities in which we talk and behave as though that structure were external.
Actors are not seen as passive, "cultural dopes" (Boden, "World" 189) buffeted willy-nilly by social forces in the environments in which they happen to find themselves. Rather, they are regarded as reflexive beings, "active agents in the constitution of their unfolding social worlds" (Boden, "World" 203) . They are knowledgeable actors who attribute meanings to their joint actions that both shape and renew their understandings of their social worlds. Of course, individuals do experience social structure as a social fact prior to, and separate from, their own membership or participation in a particular social setting, but, as they experience and orient to the social world as external and constraining, they produce and reproduce this social world as an apparently objective reality.
From an ethnomethodological perspective, then, the taken-forgranted social world of organizations is an ongoing accomplishment of individuals' interpretive activities. But the fact that organizations are produced by individuals' social practices, including social interaction, does not mean that individuals may talk and behave anyway they want. As Mary Douglas says, organizations provide individuals with collective representations, or culturally shared categories, that they use to make sense of organizational life. These collective representations provide a framework of "social conventions that involve typical and routine ways of representing social reality" (Holstein and Miller 158) . This framework allows individuals to assimilate and organize concrete experience into social facts. Gale Miller describes organizations as "situated conventions" that provide conditions of possibility for interpretive activity ("Toward" 287). He suggests that the organizational discourse that pervades any organization makes available certain preferred ways of thinking and acting within the organization and represses other less preferred ways of thinking and acting. That is, some but not other readings, or interpretations, of the organization will be regarded as legitimate by others in the organization. Miller explains that "members use resources available in settings to organize their activities and assign meaning to their own and others' actions" ("Toward" 282). The organizational discourse thus shapes but does not determine members' thoughts and actions. And, in fact, members may actively resist the social categories, or conventions, provided by the organizational discourse. As James Holstein and Jaber Gubrium put it, people within organizations "carry with them the biographical basis for resistance, personal and interpersonal histories that compete with organizational categories for interpreting experience" (268).
A fine line exists between saying that the social context influences the behavior of the people within the structure, as is common in the writing literature, and that the social context provides resources that people use to assign meaning to their own and others' activities, but the difference is crucial in understanding the way text and context interrelate. In the ethnomethodological view, context is not a monolithic given set of circumstances that inevitably has effects on the activities of writers. Instead, writers select particular aspects of context as relevant in any stage of decision making about a document. As Robert Emerson and Blair Paley explain, "people, singly and together, select and display in their conduct which of the indefinitely many aspects of context they are making relevant, or invoking, for the immediate moment" (232). In orienting to aspects of context and invoking them as relevant in particular situations or interactions, organization members reproduce those aspects of context as the social structural realities of the organization, at least for that moment.
Social settings are never settled once and for all. They are constantly shifting, constantly accomplished in social interaction as "setting members discursively constitute and reconstitute [social settings] using available interactional and interpretive resources to organize and pursue their practical interests" (G. Miller, "Toward" 297) . Individual members of organizations argue for particular ways of acting within their organization by calling on the taken-for-granted organizational categories to support their view of the organization and their role within it. As participants in social interaction, they construct warrantable arguments for their version of the organization, using the organization's preferred modes of interaction to make some reality claims more available than others. Thus, some voices dominate other voices; some points of view prevail in being considered better or more appropriate for the organization and, therefore, the "right" ones. As Leslie Miller says, "Every apparently settled order conceals a reality struggle" (168).
What this ethnomethodological perspective means to writing researchers, then, is that rather than seeing writing and social context as separate but reciprocal domains and asking what the effects of context are on the activities of individual writers and vice versa, they can instead study the activities through which writers accomplish a sense of social context, or structure. Researchers can examine in detail the ways in which writers, through the social practices that make up the act of writing, produce and reproduce the apparently objective facts of social context. Ethnomethodology thus offers a theoretical approach and a language for dissolving the division between text and context and for treating the activities of writers as simultaneously embedded in and constitutive of social context. Ethnomethodology also offers a method for examining writing in organizations. In the following study, I used an ethnomethodological approach to examine writing by observing and recording the social interactions in which the writing was embedded. This approach gave me access to the writers' own understanding of their context as it related to their document and hence to the details of how the writers produced a particular version of their context as the objective social reality of the organization.
METHODOLOGY AND SETTING
The goal in an ethnomethodological study is to explicate members' methods of constituting their social world. Analysts seek to understand how "the participants create, assemble, produce and reproduce the social structure to which they orient" (Heritage 231) . That is, the focus of analysis must be on participants' own understandings of context, not on the analyst's perceptions of possible contextual influences on behavior. Analysts must put aside a priori understandings of social structure to focus instead on how social actors accomplish a sense of a social reality distinct from themselves and "confer privilege" (Holstein and Gubrium 264) on some versions of reality rather than on others. To do that, analysts must study writing as it is experienced and understood by writers themselves during the writing process.
Two methods for accessing writers' thoughts about the writing process are commonly used in writing research: (1) after-the-fact interviews in which writers are asked about their decision making and (2) think-aloud protocols in which writers are asked to speak their thoughts into a tape recorder as they write. Both of these methods have value but both also generate data at the request and for the benefit of the researcher. Writers, when asked about why they made particular decisions in constructing a document, can generally specify the contextual factors that they regarded as relevant. But this afterthe-fact specification "rigidifies and distorts the more open spectrum of choices, possibilities, and alternatives" (Emerson and Paley 233) that writers confront as they compose their documents before their decisions have been made. Think-aloud protocols, a method that has been used by some ethnomethodologists (Brandt, "Cognitive"; Heap) , do capture at least some aspects of writing as it is happening, but only in artificial circumstances. Neither method captures the give-and-take of naturally occurring social interaction through which members of a social setting together interpret and negotiate context. Observing social interactions gives researchers a way to analyze the construction of reality as a truly social process.
I was fortunate to be offered the opportunity to observe the social interactions that surrounded the collaborative writing of the evaluation document analyzed in this article. My study took place in an educational institution, where I observed two senior managers write a report on an internal evaluation of a group of their educational programs for children. One manager was the director of the department in which the programs under review were offered, the other a senior administrator. The managers interviewed every program coordinator and teacher involved in the programs, asking them open-ended questions so that interviewees would be able to speak freely about any aspect of their program without being constrained by the question format. The managers each took notes on the interviews, compiled their notes into an amalgamated list that served as their data set, and then analyzed their data using an approach similar to grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss) in which they looked for recurring ideas and themes. The administrator then wrote a report detailing their findings and making recommendations for changes in the programs. This report was delivered to a vice president in the educational institution, and the findings were discussed with the coordinators and teachers. The managers then made changes of various kinds to the programs.
In this setting I was able to capture both the social interaction in which the writing was embedded and the texts that appeared at the various stages of the writing process. Most important, I was able to record writers talking to each other about their document rather than to me, the researcher. I attended, taped, and transcribed as many as I could of the interviews and meetings at which the evaluation was discussed. I received ethics approval for this research from my university and attended and taped only those meetings at which all those present agreed in writing to participate in the research. This included 21 interviews, each about 45 minutes in length, that the managers conducted with coordinators and teachers and five meetings, each about two hours in length, between the two managers at which they discussed various aspects of the evaluation. I also collected copies of the 27 sets of notes taken by the managers during the interviews (not all interviews were attended by both managers) and copies of all five drafts of the report. In all, I generated about 300 pages of transcripts from interviews and meetings and collected 81 pages of interview notes. Each draft of the report had between 15 and 20 pages.
Ethnomethodological analysis does not seek to critique the behavior of participants, identifying errors in their behaviors or interpretations. Instead, it seeks to understand the way members actively accomplish their practical purposes and thus contribute to the construction of their social worlds. Therefore, in reading the transcripts, I tried to understand not so much the content of what was said in the meetings (although that was to some extent relevant, too) but rather how the speakers managed the social interactions and how they understood each other. I examined the notes and drafts for the ways in which they articulated with what was said in the meetings and for the ways the interpretations negotiated by the participants appeared in the texts. My goal was to understand how the managers achieved their practical purpose of writing a report that produced their managerial version of the organization as the stable and objective reality of the organization. In other words, I examined in detail how the managers, through the interpretive practices associated with the writing of the report, produced a particular version of what is commonly regarded as an external, preexisting social structure.
THE WRITING ACTIVITIES OF TWO MANAGERS
In the analysis that follows, I focus on the managers' discussion of just one of the programs they were evaluating and the section of the report on that program. This program, which I refer to as Program X, was thought by the managers to have serious problems. In fact, this program had lost enrollment during the previous two years, and discussions had taken place in the past year about cutting the program altogether. At the time of the interviews, no decision had been made as to the fate of the program. By the time the report was finished, the decision had been made to keep the program but in a drastically reduced and altered form. This decision had not been made public at the time the report was completed. A year later, the program was cut altogether. I have divided my analysis into two sections. The first examines how the managers read their context, calling on their prior knowledge of Program X and on other background knowledge of their organization to interpret the interviews they had conducted with the coordinator and teachers in the program. The second exam-ines the strategies the managers used in their report to write their version of the program as reality. Despite the difficulties the program had been experiencing and that had been discussed by the administrator and the coordinator on previous occasions, the coordinator presents a very positive description of her program right from the beginning of the interview. The administrator tries three times, in each of his utterances in this excerpt, to get the coordinator to state some "weaknesses" as well as strengths in the program, but the coordinator rejects any description of the program as being in need of improvement.
Reading the Context
The coordinator presents a very different view of the program than the one held by the managers, as the following conversation between the managers makes clear. The next series of excerpts (2a-2c) comes from a meeting at which the managers discussed the first complete draft of the report. In this discussion, they refer to Elizabeth, the coordinator, and to Nancy, another teacher in the program. I have broken the conversation into three sections for ease of reading, but each sec-tion follows directly from the previous one. Italics indicate that the administrator is reading from his draft of the report. From the beginning of this discussion, the administrator is attempting to discredit Elizabeth, the coordinator, as a credible commenter on the program. In his first remark after reading a short section of the report on Program X, the administrator laughs as he describes the kind of comments that the coordinator has made in the interview. And the director responds in the same vein with the words "OK, sure." The administrator then refers to the coordinator's request for adjoining rooms as a "mantra." Apparently, she has asked for adjoining rooms so many times that her request has begun to seem unreasonable to the managers because they know she knows that nothing can be done to accommodate it. So far in the conversation, the coordinator is being portrayed by the managers as someone who cannot be taken seriously. In the administrator's first comment in this section of the conversation, he compares the way the coordinator describes the program in the interview with the way she usually talks to the administrator about the program. Her comments about marketing in this interview are "not in line with the party line a lot of other times." The coordinator is talking about the program in a different way than she usually does, and the administrator looks for a reason for that: "Elizabeth came in with a game plan that everything was going to be OK." Now the coordinator is not just someone who cannot be taken seriously but someone with a "game plan," an agenda to push. She is not someone who is there simply to comply with the managers' purposes by giving them information about her program; she is now someone who has a purpose of her own to accomplish in the interview. He then reads a quote from the coordinator to the effect that the program is doing well and points out to the director, "That's a quote, see that?" to corroborate his contention that the coordinator is trying to promote a particular view of the program. Personal opinion, it's willful avoidance. They are sitting here saying everything is wonderful, everything is fine, everything is good, we are marketing great, we have, well, the lighting is a little austere, but basically we have the best thing going on since sliced bread. . . . We are getting this feedback from them which seems suspicious. At least we should raise the flag there that, a program that is losing 25% of its enrollment annually and on the verge of being canceled for lack of viability, it seems disconnected with reality to have the instructors interviewed citing everything as being perfect. Just a thought. . . . I think they do a very high quality job of instruction. But, something must be wrong. Something is not happening. Administrator: My interpretation-I didn't confront Elizabeth and I haven't since-she feels fine talking about problems with me; it stays in the family. She knows this is going to the vice president academic; she's not going to say anything bad about her program. That's how I interpreted it.
In this excerpt, the administrator reads a bit of the report in which the coordinator is presented as having an unexpected interest in the prices of her courses, prices that have not changed in a number of years. This could, in fact, be a reasonable concern on her part: She could be searching for an explanation for the fact that her program is attracting fewer and fewer students. The administrator, however, describes this concern in the text of his report as "sudden" and "puzzling," again casting the coordinator as someone who talks about the program differently at different times, depending on what her personal agenda might be. The coordinator has now been described as someone whose comments cannot be regarded as objective because she so clearly adapts them to her own goals in particular situations.
Although the director was not present at the interview, he accepts the administrator's version of the coordinator's behavior based on his own experience with, and knowledge of, the coordinator and the program. He describes the coordinator's behavior as "willful avoidance" and her feedback as "suspicious" and "disconnected with reality." He proposes that the coordinator is avoiding facing a reality that will almost certainly have unpleasant ramifications for her. Although the administrator does not actively disagree with the director's description of the coordinator's behavior, he sees it not so much as avoidance but as a strategy produced by the fact that the coordinator knows the report will go to another audience, namely, the vice president academic of the college. The coordinator, in his view, does not want any negative information about the program to go to a level of administration that might have an important voice in deciding the future of her program. Although the managers' interpretations differ slightly, the upshot of this conversation is that the coordinator and her program are produced as a problem for the department.
The coordinator's and managers' competing descriptions of the program reflect their different interests and goals in the evaluation process. As John Heritage points out, literal description does not exist. A description always advocates a particular version of the circumstances in question. A description of an event "does not convey or report reality as much as it assembles and manages it for the practical purpose at hand" (Holstein 27 ). Descriptions are never neutral accounts of the facts but are assembled to achieve particular practical purposes in particular situations. The coordinator's positive description of the program is thus no more or less true or accurate than is the managers' negative one. Each description is assembled to accomplish a practical goal and to serve the interests of those making the description. And descriptions are extremely consequential. The fate of the program and the jobs of the teachers in the program rest on which description of the program comes to dominate and be seen as the best or right description. The coordinator tries to save her program with a positive description, and the managers justify reducing or canceling the program with their negative description. Each description draws on different aspects of the program as they are relevant to producing a particular version of it. In Wilson's terms, the participants orient to those matters that are relevant at that moment in the conversation as "essential resources for conducting their affairs" and, in doing so, produce those matters as the "external and constraining social facts" of the program (27) .
A third description is evident here, too: the administrator's description of his meeting with the coordinator. The managers cannot simply reject the coordinator's version outright. The report will be read by not only the teachers in Program X but also all the teachers in the other programs and the vice president academic. The managers are aware that, having gone to the trouble of interviewing all the teachers and having told them at the beginning of the interviews that their views would be expressed in the report, they must be seen as taking the teachers' comments into account, and they must include them in the report. And, in fact, the managers do intend to use the process to justify their decisions. As one of the managers said to me at the end of one of their meetings:
You have gone through a process, it gives you a weight of opinion that allows you to do things sometimes organizationally that you would be perceived as a heavy-handed clod for doing without going through and giving everybody a chance to have their say about it.
So, in the discussion, the administrator describes his interview with the coordinator in such a way that the managers are able to justify discounting her description of her program. The administrator has not simply provided a record of the interview as it happened but has described the interview as it was "seen as relevant to reaching a decision about the character" (Smith 4) of the interview. That is, in his description of the interview in this conversation with the director, he imputes a self-serving motive to the behavior of the coordinator that is not evident in the interview itself but only in his interpretation and description of that behavior. He has called on his prior knowledge of, and experience with, the coordinator, orienting to some but not other aspects of this knowledge as relevant in this case, to assemble his description and interpretation of the coordinator's behavior. And the administrator has described his interview with the coordinator in such a way as to make his account of the interview immediately convincing, thereby excluding any other possible readings of the interview. In the administrator's version, the coordinator presented a positive description of the program despite what the managers regard as overwhelming evidence to the contrary and, in doing so, called into question her credibility and objectivity as an observer of the program. Together the managers call on their prior experience with this teacher and their knowledge of her program to construct a version of the teacher as someone whose comments cannot, in this context, be taken seriously and who has an agenda to push, namely, trying to save her program.
Writing the Reality
I now examine the final version of the section of the report that the managers were reading and discussing in the previous excerpts. The report was organized with a section on each program being evaluated. Each of these sections was further divided into three sections with the following subheadings: Background, Notes from Interviews, and Comments and Recommendations. Most of the Notes from Interviews sections contained bulleted lists of teachers' positive and negative comments quoted from the notes taken by the managers during the interviews with the teachers; however, for Program X, the Notes from Interviews section consisted of these two short paragraphs:
Strengths cited were quality of instruction, live music, and good studio space. We do the same sorts of things as other X programs, but do them better, and are serving community needs well. The administrative structure is serving Program X well. Location is an important reason why very young students choose CC, along with good word of mouth about the program and quality of instruction.
While facilities were found to be a strength, it was noted that Community College in general is a bit stark for the very young children. Community College is "physically austere, has cool surroundings" and "atmosphere is lacking, light harsh." Instructors noted that the rooms are too spread out. It was felt that if the rooms could be closer together, it would help to foster a better sense of community within Program X, more of a school atmosphere. Communication, posting of schedules and notices, keeping the office in the loop-could be better. The coordinator, who has been critical of the Conservatory's marketing efforts in the past, says that we are "doing the best that we can do."
In this section, teachers' comments taken from the managers' notes of the interviews have been integrated into the paragraphs rather than set off on separate lines or in separate paragraphs as they are in the corresponding sections for other programs. The teachers' comments on the program's strengths are summarized briefly in the first paragraph. This material seems to be paraphrased because no quotation marks appear. In fact, however, many of the phrases in this paragraph are direct quotations from the notes. The omission of the quotation marks makes these comments less visually conspicuous to the reader, in effect, downplaying the comments. The second paragraph presents a few fairly minor criticisms of the program, none of which deal with matters that are central to the running or the success of the program. These comments, although minor, are in quotation marks, which draw the reader's attention to the comments. Thus, through the typographic device of quotation marks, the negative comments, which the coordinator and teachers in Program X might have preferred to have had downplayed, are given more attention than the positive ones. That is, the paragraphs, although apparently written simply to report material from the notes, are instead written to promote the managers' version of the program rather than the coordinator's and teachers' version.
The second paragraph also contains a hint of an editorial comment on the part of the manager: "The coordinator, who has been critical of the Conservatory's marketing efforts in the past, says that we are 'doing the best that we can do.'" The coordinator is presented as having told a different story about marketing efforts in the interview than she has in the past; that is, she is presented as someone who changes her opinion depending on the circumstances and, therefore, as someone whose comments probably cannot be trusted. Note that from an ethnomethodological point of view, the fact that the coordinator presents different descriptions to accomplish practical purposes in different circumstances is not surprising. Her description of marketing efforts in previous conversations with the administrator was probably intended to encourage the department to allocate more resources for marketing her program. In the interview for this evaluation, her description was probably intended to draw as little attention to problems in the program as possible. In both situations, although she was orienting to different aspects of the organizational context as relevant in each description, her goal was the same: to save her program. In any case, these paragraphs set up the following Comments and Recommendations section to completely discount the positive picture of the program presented by the teachers and reported in the previous section:
The message we received from Program X was that the instruction in Program X is of very high quality and we are "at the top, from all reports." We were somewhat surprised at the rosy scenario painted by the Program X faculty considering the ongoing problems we have in attracting and maintaining student enrollments. Whatever the enrollment problems are, the faculty certainly do not attribute them to the inclass experience of their students.
The inescapable issue, of course, is whether the entire Program X remains a viable enterprise at Community College. 96/97 was to be a make-or-break year for Program X, and targets were set last year that are not being met. Enrollment in EC Program X is alarmingly low this year. Every year we lower our expectations (financially, not artistically or educationally), and every year we fall significantly short of budget. Nobody wants to preside over the demise of Program X, but we must very seriously consider such a possibility this year.
In the first sentence of the Comments and Recommendations, the managers attribute the positive remarks about the program to the teachers in the program without appearing themselves to agree or disagree with these comments: "The message we received from Program X was that the instruction in Program X is of very high quality." That is, the comments are presented as the teachers' point of view rather than as an objective description of the program. Because the comments have been presented as an opinion belonging to the teachers, the managers can disagree strongly with them, saying, "We were somewhat surprised at the rosy scenario painted by the Program X faculty." The evidence for the managers' version of the program comes in the second half of the sentence: "considering the ongoing problems we have in attracting and maintaining student enrollments." From the managers' point of view, declining enrollment figures indicate the real success, or lack thereof, of the program. The teachers' version has been completely discounted, and the managers' version has been asserted as the reality of the situation. The last sentence of the paragraph hints at the managers' frustration in dealing with the teachers in this program and contains a touch of a rebuke to the teachers. The paragraph implies that the teaching may be excellent and the artistic standards high, but something must be wrong if enrollment is dropping every year. The teachers are ignoring what the managers regard as the real problems with this program.
In contrast to the recommendations they have made for other programs, the managers make no attempt here to propose solutions to what they regard as Program X's problems. Indeed, by the time the managers produced the final draft of the report, the decision to drastically modify this program had already been made; it just had not been announced. Consequently, the report was written in such a way as to make that decision seem appropriate when it was announced. As Gale Miller so rightly points out, "Once a decision has been made, much of the decision-making process becomes irrelevant to the task at hand which involves constructing texts that others are likely to find reasonable and defensible" ("Contextualizing" 87). The managers, therefore, do not address the question of whether the program is an artistic success, except to note parenthetically that they have lowered only their financial and not their artistic or educational expectations; doing so might put them in an awkward position. First, questioning the artistic merit of the program might unnecessarily offend at least some of their audience, particularly the coordinator and the other teachers in the program. The managers feel they have legitimate grounds for canceling the program whether or not the program is artistically successful, so they do not need to address this question. But even more important, if they found themselves agreeing that the program was an unqualified artistic success, canceling the program would be much harder to justify. Without ever commenting on the artistic merit of the program, which, from the teachers' point of view, is an important aspect of the program, the managers are now in a position to defend their decision as the right one based on what they regard as the facts of the matter. In Gale Miller's words, they have "assembled and used the interpretive resources available in the setting . . . to construct contextually defensible meanings" ("Contextualizing" 80) for the role of the program in the department. In the reality struggle over the status of Program X, the managers' voices dominate. They have selected aspects of what they know about the programs and the people who teach in them, making these aspects relevant to their evaluation and thereby reproducing them as the facts of the situation.
DISCUSSION
The coordinator's and managers' competing descriptions of Program X are assembled within the ongoing stream of life in this organization; therefore, not just any description will do. The conditions of possibility offered by the organizational discourse, what, in a nonethnomethodological study, might be regarded as a preexisting social structure, limit what can be regarded as a reasonable description under the circumstances. Enrollment in Program X was demonstrably falling, so the coordinator could not, for example, claim that enrollment is staying steady or increasing and expect to be taken seriously. Another of the conditions of possibility in the background of the discussion between the coordinator and the managers is the understanding that programs should be self-supporting, that is, that revenues from enrollment will pay all the expenses (e.g., teachers' salaries, room rentals, secretarial assistance, marketing) of the program. The organizational discourse thus makes enrollment a reasonable ground for questioning a program's survival; therefore, the managers can cast their description of Program X as entirely reasonable and defensible.
But the idea that programs should be self-supporting is not necessarily the determining factor in the life of a program in this department. Program Y, another program under review at the same time as Program X, had also lost enrollment during the past few years, but no suggestion was made, either in the discussions or in the report itself, that this program should be axed. On the contrary, in the Comments and Recommendations section of the report on Program Y, the manager suggests: [Program Y] should be a high-priority item for the department. This is not just something that would be nice to have. Program Y should be the broad base of our pyramid-out of Program Y should flow many of our private students, many other program participants, and many of our Collegiate members.
In this case, rather than being a reason to cancel the program, declining enrollment is a reason to pay attention to and develop it. Thus, the managers evaluate the same piece of evidence, dropping enrollment, in different ways depending on how they see the program fitting into the larger scheme of things in the organization. The meaning of dropping enrollment cannot be found in the fact itself but only in its inter-pretation by members of the organization. The managers orient to the idea that programs must be self-supporting and use it as a resource for their decisions about Program X but not for those about Program Y, thus reproducing it as a reality for Program X but not for Program Y.
Another social structural reality in this department was the low status accorded to Program X. Prior to its location in the department, Program X had existed as a freestanding program and had only somewhat recently been incorporated into the department. It did not have a long history of association with the department, its offerings were not central to the main business of the department, and it did not produce star students the way some of the other, more highly regarded, programs did. Low status might be seen as a causal factor in the decision to reduce and ultimately cut the program. In ethnomethodological terms, this preexisting low regard for the program instead provided a condition of possibility in which the managers could reduce, and eventually cut, this program without upsetting too many people. The managers' decision to reduce the program reproduces the low status of Program X and its peripheral role in the department as a whole, thus confirming low status as a social structural reality for this program. It could well have been otherwise. For example, the managers might have decided that this program was one they wanted to save rather than see die, as they did with Program Y. They might have chosen to promote the value of the program to the department and thereby created a condition of possibility in which they could justify keeping a money-losing program.
The managers' thinking and decision making about programs is thus not determined by a preexisting social reality. Rather, they call on the organizational context as a resource, orienting to those aspects that are relevant to support their view of the particular programs they are considering. They select aspects of what they know about the programs and the people who teach in them, making these aspects relevant to their evaluation and thereby reproducing them as the facts of the situation. As Brandt says, "Writers do not . . . represent context to themselves when they write. They make it" ("Cognitive" 326).
CONCLUSION
My account of the interpretive activity that underlies the writing of this evaluation report makes a number of contributions to theory and research on workplace writing. First, I have proposed ethnomethodology as a way to resolve the vexing question of the relationship of structure and agency in workplace writing. Ethnomethodology allows us to see that although we generally regard social structural forces as external to our own activities, these forces only come to exist at all through our own and others' interpretive activities. I have proposed a view of context as those elements in a social situation that writers orient to as relevant for the practical purposes at hand. In orienting to these elements, writers reproduce them as external, constraining social facts. Applying ethnomethodology to the study of writers' interpretive activities gives us a way to study in detail the relationship of text to context without privileging either structure or agency.
In my examination of the managers' discussion of one of the programs they were evaluating and the section of the report on this program, I have illustrated the way in which the context provides interpretive resources that the managers call upon to understand their interview data and then write a report that serves their practical interest of managing their organization. The context does not so much influence the report as provide interpretive possibilities for the managers to legitimate their version of the social structural reality of the organization-one that lets them initiate changes to the programs. Their version of the social structural reality of these programs is a practical accomplishment of knowledgeable, situated actors.
In addition, in applying ethnomethodology to the study of workplace writing, I have shown the usefulness of studying the naturally occurring talk that surrounds the writing process in organizations. Attending to such talk within settings allows researchers to study the stories that the setting members tell each other, and thereby the way talk within an organization contributes to the construction of its social reality. Such an approach provides insights beyond those available to researchers who study how texts are embedded in social contexts using after-the-fact interviews or think-aloud protocols. The talk that results from both of these methods is produced for the benefit of the researcher. That is, it is a story created by the research participants for someone outside the setting. By studying the naturally occurring talk that surrounds documents in organizations, we can see how the writing practices of individual members of organizations are simultaneously embedded in and constitutive of the social reality of their organizations.
Although readers might want to criticize the managers in my study as self-serving in writing a report that allowed them to do what they had already decided to do, the interpretive activity that the managers engaged in is no different than the interpretive activity that we engage in as academic researchers. As I have established elsewhere (Schneider, "Managers," "Constructing"), data never speak for themselves. Researchers always engage interpretive activity. And our goals are equally self-serving-getting degrees and building careersalthough they are generally dressed up as generating knowledge and solving problems. My goal in this article is not to criticize the managers but to show how the process of reality construction takes place-a process in which everyone inevitably engages, whether in making sense of research data or the events of everyday life. The managers in my study are not more implicated in the production of their results and their report than are other researchers, only perhaps more exposed by my analysis of their activities.
In conclusion, an ethnomethodological approach offers a powerful and optimistic view of agents' activities in organizations. Although, as Gale Miller points out ("Toward"), the conditions of possibility that are available in organizational settings provide limits on what will be regarded as a legitimate reading of the organizational context, those conditions never determine the activities of agents. Agents make choices and sometimes even resist organizational forces, and through these very choices and resistances, they shape their organizations. To paraphrase Marx, writers make organizational history even though the circumstances are not of their own choosing.
NOTE
1. For simplicity, I have identified the managers as male and the coordinator and teacher as female. All names have been changed.
